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ABSTRACT
Previous research has studied the effects of personality on creativity. The present
study examined the relationship between personality types and creativity. Creativity was
measured by using the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking (TTCT)-Figural, whereas
personality type was measured by using Keirsey Temperament Sorter II (KTS II). 57
Americans and 72 Taiwanese college students who specialize in teacher education
participated in this study. Consistent with previous research, significant correlation
coefficients between the Creativity Index of the TTCT and both the Intuitive (p < .0001) and
Perceiving (p = .029) personality types of the KTS II were found. In addition, significant
cultural differences in creativity (p = .001) and significant gender differences in personality
types (p = .008) were found by multivariate analyses of variance.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
For many years IQ was the only index educators used to measure a child’s potential.
However, IQ is limited in that IQ is only predictive of future academic success (Jensen, 1998;
Sternberg, Grigorenko, & Bundy, 2001), and IQ measures are influenced by a child's ethnic
and socio-economic environment (Rushton, & Jensen, 2006; Turkheimer, Haley, Waldron,
D’Onofrio, & Gottesman, 2003). Creativity has been identified as another important ability
that is predictive of a child's potential (Cramond, Matthews-Morgan, Bandalos, & Zuo, 2005;
Torrance, 2002), and research has shown that creativity can be stimulated during students’
learning processes (Huang, 2005; Rose & Lin, 1984; Scope, 1999; Scott, Leritz, & Mumford,
2004). Additionally, creative potential and creative measures are less dependent on a child's
ethnic and socio-economic environment (Kim, 2004). If creative people have common
personality traits, educators can use personality traits to identify creative potential and
encourage creativity in those students who have high creative potential in order to enhance
student learning and motivation in school.
Justification
Understanding the personality traits of creative people can deepen our understanding
of creativity. However, previous research has reported conflicting results in regard to
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personality traits of creative people. Some researchers have reported that creative people
have common personality traits (Sternberg, 1999), but others have found different results. For
example, some researchers reported that creative people are extroverted (Buchanan & Bandy,
1984; Carne & Kirton, 1982; Ohnmacht, 1970), other researchers reported that creative
people tend to be introverted (Feist, 1999; Roy, 1996), and still others reported that creative
people tend to be either extremely introverted or extremely extroverted (Eysenck, 1995).
Thus, additional research into the personality traits of creative people is needed to understand
the personalities of creative people.
Jung's personality types are the most widely tested personality types and can be tested
using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) or, in the alternative, the KTS II (Kelly &
Jugovic, 2001). The TTCT is the most widely used and studied measure of creativity (Kim
2004). However, the author could find only two studies that attempt to correlate these
common measures of Jung's personality types with TTCT's measures of creative potential,
and both of these studies used the MBTI (Alt, 1999; Houtz et al., 1994). Thus, the author
intended to study the relationship between creative potential, as measured by the TTCT, and
personality types, as measured by the KTS II.
Additionally, creativity seems to manifest itself differently in different cultures
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1988). Certainly personality can be different in different cultures.
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Therefore, research is needed to determine whether cultural differences exist in creativity and
personality. Understanding how creativity and personality are related and how this
relationship differs between cultures can allow educators to identify students’ gifts, to
discover students’ potential, and to encourage creativity in students with high creative
potential.
The author had access to data from different cultures, Taiwanese and American.
Although there are some studies that examine how culture affects creativity, there are few
studies that explore the relationship between creativity and personality types by culture. Data
collection of this sort additionally allows exploration of other factors, such as differences in
personality types by gender or culture.
Purpose of the Study
The primary purposes of the present study are to examine whether there is a
relationship between creative potential and personality types and to compare the relationship
between two cultures, American and Taiwanese. The secondary purpose is to explore whether
the amount of creative potential and personality types differ between the two cultures or
gender.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
What Is Creativity?
What is creativity? Torrance (1966) defined creativity as
A process of becoming sensitive to problems, deficiencies, gaps in
knowledge, missing elements, disharmonies, and so on; identifying the
difficulty; searching for solutions, making guesses, or formulating
hypotheses about the deficiencies: testing and retesting these hypotheses
and possibly modifying and retesting them; and finally communicating the
results. (p. 6)
Many creativity researchers define creativity as the ability to produce work
that is novel, original, or unexpected, and appropriate, useful, or adaptive concerning
task constraints (Barron, 1988; MacKinnon, 1962; Sternberg & Lubart, 1991, 1995,
1996). Thus, an important feature of creativity is related to an observable product
(Hughes & Drew, 1984). The widely used Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking are
based upon Torrance's product oriented, originality-based definition of creativity
(Torrance, 1974).
An evolving definition of Creativity has two halves: “Big C” and “Small c”
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(Torff, 1999). “Big C” refers to creativity that produces major "advances", or changes
the world, like Einstein’s work. “Small c” refers to the creativity in everyday life of
the average person that makes only minor discrete changes in our lives. For example,
according to Sternberg’s Triarchic Theory of Intelligence (1988), creativity is
anything that requires a person to generate something. It connotes that creativity is
associated not only with “big C” but also with “small c.”
The above perspectives of creativity are based on Western ideals inherent in
Western culture. Generally, most reported studies have adopted, almost without
thought, an implicit Western perspective of creativity.
Eastern people, however, hold a very different view of creativity from
Western people. The Eastern perspectives of creativity appears to be less productoriented and is related to a state of personal fulfillment, the expression of an inner
essence of ultimate reality (Chu, 1970; Kuo, 1996; Mathur, 1982). Thus, an important
feature of Eastern perspectives of creativity is related to meditation because it helps
one to see the true nature of the self or an object (Sarnoff & Cole, 1983). Therefore,
Eastern perspectives of creativity involve the reinterpretation of traditional ideas,
whereas the Western perspective of creativity involves a break with tradition (Lubart,
1999).
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Who is Creative?
Rhodes (1961) indicated that four Ps of creativity explain a multifaceted construct of
creativity: Person, Process, Product, and Press. Person includes cognitive abilities,
biographical traits, and personality. Process describes the mental processes that are operative
in creating ideas, which include preparation, incubation, illumination, and verification.
Product includes the ideas expressed in the form of languages or crafts. Press includes the
relation between a person and his or her environment. The present study will focus only on
Person.
Creative Person’s Cognitive Ability, Biographical Traits, and Personality
Creative Person’s Cognitive Ability
Rhodes (1961) identified three types of characteristics that contribute to the
creativity of a person: cognitive abilities, biographical traits, and personality. Cognitive
abilities, or thought processes, involve both intelligence and thinking. However, intelligence
and creativity are separate constructs. Highly intelligent individuals may or may not be
highly creative. The Threshold Theory assumes that above an IQ of 120 there is little
correlation between intelligence and creativity (Barron, 1961; MacKinnon, 1961; Walberg,
1988). However, a recent meta-analysis (Kim, in press) indicated that there is a (r = .780)
negligible relationship between intelligence and creativity in any level. Overall, it has been
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recognized that creativity and intelligence can be identified by some personality traits but the
relationship between them is still unclear (Anastasi & Schaefer, 1971). Guilford (1956, 1959)
theorized that creative thinking involves divergent thinking, which emphasizes fluency,
flexibility, originality, and elaboration. However, he also indicated that creative thinking is
not the same as divergent thinking because creativity requires sensitivity to problems and
redefinition abilities beyond divergent thinking.
Creative Person’s Biographical Traits
As for biographical traits or the background of creative people, research findings
(modified from Kim, 2004) include that creative people:


have a background of creative interests (Davis, 1992; Torrance, 2002).



are usually left-handed (Davis, 1992).



are first-born for status quo scientists and political leaders, and classical
composers (Clark & Rice, 1982; Schubert, Wagner, & Schubert, 1977;
Stewart, 1977; Torrance, 2002).



and are later-born for revolutionary scientist and political leaders, and creative
writers (Bliss, 1970; Stewart, 1977; Sulloway, 1996).



are well-traveled (Torrance, 2002).



have childhood trauma, especially among artistic creators (Berry, 1981;
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Goertzel, Goertzel, & Goertzel, 1978; Simonton, 1986).


have friends younger and older than themselves (Davis, 1992).



have mentors, especially many diverse mentors (Simonton, 1984).



have somewhat marginalized family background (Berry, 1981; Goertzel,
Goertzel, & Goertzel, 1978; Simonton, 1976).



own a cat (Schaefer, 1969, 1970).



have an imaginary childhood playmate (Schaefer, 1969, 1970; Somers &
Yawkey, 1984).

All these findings comprise a multiplicity of identifiable patterns for creative people.
Creative Person’s Personality
According to previous studies (modified from Kim, 2004), creative people tend to


be aware of their own creativeness (Walberg, 1988; Walberg & Herbig, 1991).



be original (Tardif & Sternberg, 1988).



have a sense of humor, have a childlike approach to a problem (Barron, 1969;
Fabun, 1968; Getzels & Jackson, 1962).



have artistic interests (Davis & Subkoviak, 1978).



have high exploratory excitability, high persistence, high self-directedness,
and high cooperativeness (Chavez-Eakle, Lara, & Cruz-Fuentes, 2006).
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be perceptive (Tardif & Sternberg, 1988).



be independent (Chambers, 1964; Eiduson, 1962; Rushton, Murray, &
Paunonen, 1987).



be risk taking (Davis, Peterson, & Farley, 1973; Farley, 1986; Zuckerman,
1975).



be energetic (Taylor, 1988).



be curious (Eiduson, 1962).



be attracted to complexity and novelty; be open-minded (Dacey, 1989; Barron,
1988; Tardif & Sternberg, 1988; Walberg, 1988; Walberg & Herbig, 1991).



be open to experience (interested in seeking sensation and more varied
experiences), fantasy, and imagination (Domino, 1969; Feist, 1999;
MacKinnon, 1962).



be autonomous and have an introverted-ability to be alone and away from
others (Albert & Runco, 1999; Storr, 1988).



have needs for privacy or alone time (Storr, 1988).



be more anxious, emotionally labile, impulsive, sensitive, expressive of
internal emotional states, low in socialization, nonconformity, rebelliousness;
be emotional, manic, expressive, and sensitive (Barron, 1972; ; Feist, 1999;
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Getzels & Csikszentmihalyi, 1976).


be aggressive, anti-social, egocentric, tough-minded (Hammond & Edelmann,
1991).



be dominant, arrogant, hostile, and self-confident (Feist, 1999; Helson &
Crutchfield, 1970).



be impulsive and rate low on conscientiousness (Barron, 1972; Getzels &
Csikszentmihalyi, 1976).



have great self-endorsement of beliefs (Wickes & Ward, 2006).

As can be seen, there are many personality traits that have been studied and are used to
identify creative people, however, these results that showed above also show that creative
personality traits are vary and seem to conflict. As Csikszentmihalyi (1996) stated, creative
people tend to have the ability that use two opposite way of thinking, can have childishness
and wisdom, can be smart and naïve. They also tend to own both tendencies even it looks
belong to opposite ways, such as extroversion or introversion.
Where Is Creativity?
Kroeber (1944) claimed that there is a cultural configuration in creativity. Some
researchers think creativity is a socio-cultural phenomenon (White, 1949). Csikszentmihalyi
(1988) describes creativity as an interaction among a person, a field (discipline, or social
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organization), and a culture. Suler (1980) considers creativity as a cognitive function that is
shaped by the immediate environment and by the larger cultural and historical context in
which an individual lives. In other words, creativity is a behavior resulting from a person’s
characteristics, cognitive abilities, and environment instead of arising from a person’s
personality or general ability alone (e.g., Amabile, 1983; Mellou, 1996; Torff, 1999). Because
a person takes information and action from the culture and produces an innovation, creativity
can be deeply shaped by cultural differences. There are at least two cultural influences in the
cultural dimension of creativity. First, the definition of creativity may differ among different
cultures. Second, culture may encourage or discourage creativity.
Does Creativity Differ across Different Cultures?
Starko (1994) concluded that a cultural context could determine the definition of
creativity prevalent in that culture. People interpret their world through their cultural
artifacts, ideas, and beliefs. Cross-cultural studies indicate how culture and creativity interact.
Such studies have shown culture affects the expression of creativity by the amount that a
culture values the expression of creativity (Lee, Park, & Kim, 2000). For example, Chinese
people view creativity as an ability to contribute to the society; therefore, politicians are
recognized as more creative than other creators such as artists (Chan, 1997). Panda and
Yadava (2005) claimed that creativity is viewed in relational, social, and interpersonal effects

- 12 -

as well as cognitive and analytical effects. Fielding (1997) concluded that cultural influences
on creativity are critical to its development and expression.
Culture Can Encourage or Discourage Creativity
Rogers (1976) emphasized the importance of setting up situations of psychological
safety and freedom as preconditions for creativity. To nurture Creativity, it is important that
the environment gives the people enough safety and freedom to develop their creativity. In
some cultures, creative behaviors conflict with the culture and create barriers to creativity
such as social influence, expectations, and conformity pressures (Davis, 1992; Torrance,
1963, 2002). Alternatively, if a culture considers the creative behaviors valuable, such
behaviors will be encouraged providing a new starting point for the next generation.
Even if a person has the process and product to be a successful creator, achievement
may fall short if the person’s social and cultural conditions do not value the creative output
(Kim, in press). These social and cultural elements are highlighted in cross-cultural studies
(e.g., Lim & Plucker, 2001; Lubart, 1990, 1999; Sternberg & Lubart, 1999; Yue & Rudowicz,
2002) that have shown cultural diversity in the value and expression of creativity.
Furthermore, many researchers (Bond, 1992; Fielding, 1997; Kim & Sergent, 2004;
Rudowicz & Ng, 2003; Saeki et al., 2001) have concluded that there is a tendency for people
from Confucian Asian societies to show less creativity than people from the more
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individualistic societies. Because some values such as nonconformity, boldness,
independence, and risk taking are more encouraged in Western culture, and Confucianism in
Asian Society has discouraged individualism for harmony of society.
Gender Differences in Creativity
The results of the previous research on gender differences in creativity are
inconclusive. Some studies (e.g., Gupta, 1981; Jaquish & Ripple, 1980; Kim, 2004; Kim &
Michael, 1995) have found gender differences, whereas other studies have found no gender
differences (e.g., Ogawa, Kuehn-Ebert, & De Vito, 1991; Runco, 1991; Saeki et al., 2001).
Even among those who found gender differences, some reported higher scores for male,
others reported higher scores for female.
Personality in Psychoanalytic Perspective and Creativity
The psychoanalytic personality approach sees creativity as stemming from the tension
between conscious reality and unconscious drives, namely, from sublimation of drives
(Mellou, 1995). Freud (2003) proposed that writers and artists produce creative work as a
way to express their unconscious wishes in a publicly acceptable fashion. These unconscious
wishes may concern power, riches, fame, honor, sexual desire, or love. He used case studies
of eminent creators, such as Leonardo da Vinci, to support his ideas.
Although the psychodynamic approaches offered some insights into creativity, its
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theory is not the emerging scientific psychology because its view of creativity was rather
subjective and not based on empirical investigations (Sternberg & Lubart, 1999).
Creativity and Jung’s Personality types
Jung’s Theory of Personality types
Jung’s theory of personality types is the aspect of his work that has gained the most
widespread acceptance in psychology (Arnau, Rosen, & Thompson, 2000). Jung (1923,1971)
developed his theory of personality types in 1921 to find some kind of order among the
chaotic multiplicity of points of view. Personality types characterize and categorizer a
person’s personality or psychological make-up based on preferences in thinking and
behaving. Jung (1971) believed that personality types does not change, although the selfreport of it might change, as individual focus on developing different mental processes at
various stages in life. His theory of personality types describes human behavior as being
innate and classifiable based on fundamental similarities in preferences for Extroversion or
Introversion; Sensing or Intuition; Thinking or Feeling’ and implied Judging and Perceiving
functions. Jung (Jung 1923,1971) originally posited only the six personality types directly
and implied Judging and Perceiving indirectly. Later, Myers added Judging and Perceiving
officially (Myers & Myers, 1980).
The preferences (Dollinger, Palaskonis, & Pearson, 2004; Myers & Myers, 1980;
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Wikipedia, 2007) are as follows:
Extroversion or Introversion
People’s perception is perceived from the external environment or toward the inner
world of ideas. Extroversion and introversion refer to preference for focusing toward the
outer-objective world or the inner-subjective world, respectively. Extroverted people prefer
the outer world of people and things, whereas introverted people are more interested in the
inner world of ideas.
Sensing or Intuition
People’s perceiving dimension relies on the processes of sensing or intuition. Sensing
people tend to focus on the present and on concrete information gained from their senses and
prefer to receive data primarily from the five senses. In contrast intuitive people tend to focus
on the future, with a view toward patterns and possibilities and prefer to receive data from
the subconscious, or seeing relationships via insights. Sensing types prefer to take in
information in term of practical and tangible details, whereas intuitive types focus on the
large pattern of meanings and possibilities.
Thinking or Feeling
People’s judging dimension is relying on thinking or feeling. Thinking-Feeling refers
to the preference for logic and reasoning verses personal values, harmonious relationships, or
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compassion in making decisions. Thinking people tend to base their decisions on logic "true
or false, if-then" connections and on objective analysis of cause and effect. Feeling people
tend to base their decisions primarily on values and on subjective evaluation of person
centered concerns. Feeling people use "more or less, better-worse" evaluations. Thus,
thinking people decide with their heads, whereas feeling people decide with their hearts.
Judging or Perceiving
People’s judging or perceiving attitude is representatively used in coping with the
environment. Judging-Perceiving refers to a preference for planning, organization, control
and closure versus spontaneity, flexibility, and a casual orientation to life. Judging people
tend to like a planned and organized approach to life and prefer to have things settled,
whereas perceiving people tend to like a flexible and spontaneous approach to life and prefer
to keep their options open.
A Personality Test Based on Jung’s Theory: The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)
Based on Jung’s theory of personality, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI:
Myers & McCaulley, 1985), a self-reported personality test was developed in the 1940s. The
MBTI is a self-administered questionnaire in forced-choice format that measures an
individual’s preferences. The MBTI is one of the most commonly used inventories for
assessing personality and has generated much research (Dollinger et al., 2004). The MBTI
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manual reports that approximately 75% of tested people agree with the results (Myers &
McCaulley, 1985). College students have higher reliabilities compared with younger high
school students (Myers & McCaulley). It appears that it is more accurate on using in older
individuals because the older individuals know themselves better and will report their
preference more accurately. Lower reliabilities usually occur on the Thinking–Feeling.
However, it can be concluded that the reliability of the results on the MBTI is satisfactory
(Alt, 1999). Reviewers (Murray, 1990; Willis, 1984; Wiggins, 1989) of the MBTI were
generally positive about use of the inventory.
A Personality Test Based on Jung’s Theory: The Keirsey Temperament Sorter II (KTS II)
The Keirsey Temperament Sorter II (KTS II) is used widely as an alternative to the
MBTI (Kelly & Jugovic, 2001). The online version of the KTS II is one of the most popular
online personality assessments (Reile & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2000) and is now available in
many different languages for international audiences (Kelly & Jugovic, 2001). The scores for
Extroverted ranged from 0 to 10, whereas the other three personality types ranged from 0 to
20. KTS II comprises 70 forced-choice items, whereas MBTI has 94 forced choice items.
Keirsey (2006) claimed that MBTI and KTS are very similar in result (approximately .75
correlation). There are several studies that report concurrent validity between MBTI and
KTS, which ranges from .54 to .74 (Quinn, Lewis, & Fischer, 1992); from .68 to .84 (Tucker
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& Gillespie, 1993); from .60 to .78 (Kelly, 2001). Waskel (1995) reported internal
consistency alpha coefficients in the range of .74 to .89 for the four KTS scales. This study
will use KTS II to investigate, in part, whether the results are consistent with previous
research using the MBTI.
A Personality Test Based on Jung’s Theory:
The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Creativity-Index (MBTI-CI)
The MBTI-CI is a simple linear combination of MBTI continuous scores (MBTICI=3SN+JP-EI-.5TF) and is a numerical representation of creative potential of an individual
(Myers & McCaulley, 1985; Fleenor & Sylvester, 1994). Thus, the higher one scores on the
scale, the higher level of creativity. The MBTI-CI was based on Gough’s research (Fleenor &
Sylvester). His research on the MBTI-CI reported that creative persons tend to be more
Intuitive than Sensing; more Perceiving than Judging; more Extroverted than Introverted; and
more Thinking than Feeling. Thorne and Gough (1991) found that Individuals who were
judged to be creative had higher scores on the MBTI-CI than did the general population.
However, the present study will not use MBTI-CI as one of the measurements.
The Relationship between Creativity and Intuition (↔ Sensing)
Intuition is an important personality characteristic of creativity. Successful
creators such as Darwin, Freud, and Cantor seem to have moved along their own creative
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processes in a similar sequence starting off with generative intuitions and ending up with
more explicitly articulated products after long periods of persistent work (Policastro, 1995).
Several studies have found Intuition of the MBTI is highly related to creativity (Agor, 1991;
Burley & Handler, 1997; Hill, 1987; Pope, 1997). Intuitive people in some vocations that
need creativity also tend to be more creative. Hartzell (2000) interviewed eight mature
professional artists and found that artistic creative people tend to be intuitive. Agor (1991)
concluded that the creative managers tend to be intuitive. Burley and Handler (1997)
indicated good interpreters tend to be creative and scored higher in Intuition. Pope (1997)
found a significant relationship between Intuition and spontaneous innovation approach of
the C. A. R. E. (Creator, Advancer, Refiner, Executor, Facilitator, and combinations)
Profile’s Creative behavior (Changing and Adopting). The changing preference describes
individual possessing this pattern of behavior as originators of change who originate,
recognize, and adopt new trends very early. They tend to be favor fresh perspective, novel
fashions, or new technology over the tired and true
The Relationship between Creativity and Perceiving (↔ Judging)
Myers and Myers (1980) described Perceiving as a gift differing by its tolerance,
curiosity and zest for experience that make Perceiving types be able to wait a certain time
until its fragmentary ideas can be organized. Similarly, Sternberg and Lubart (1991) claimed
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that tolerance of ambiguity is important for creativity. He explained that a person needs to be
flexible enough to wait for ambiguous concepts to become clear to tolerate ambiguity.
Tegano (1990) used the Adult Behavior Inventory of Playfulness and the MBTI-CI and
indicated that tolerance of ambiguity and playfulness are related to creativity.
Studies (Carne & Kirton, 1982; Gryskiewicz & Tullar, 1995; Isaksen, Lauer, &
Wilson, 2003; Jacobson, 1993; Johnson, 2003,) examined the relationship between MBTI
and Kirton’s Adaptation- Innovation Inventory (KAI), a test measuring creativity style, and
found that Perception scored high on the innovative type of KAI.
Myers and McCaulley (1985) claimed Intuition and Perceiving are related to
creativity, especially when Intuition and Perceiving are combined together in one person.
Two studies (Buchanan & Bandy, 1984; Buchanan & Taylor, 1986) examined specific areas
that need creativity and found that Intuition and Perceiving preference exists in professional
or prospective psycho dramatists. Fisher and Scheib (1971) study focused on brain damage
and creativity found that their creative subjects were found to possess Intuition and
Perceiving preference. Some research (Carter, Nelson, & Duncombe, 1983; Richter &
Winter, 1966) tested their subject using MBTI and grouped subjects by Intuition and
Perceiving and found that Intuition and Perceiving preference is related to creativity. Helson
(1965) found that imaginative play and artistic activity and active tomboy play were
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associated with Intuition and Perceiving. Hall (1969) found that Intuition and Perceiving
were correlated to creativity among architects.
The Relationship between Creativity and Extroverted (↔Introverted)
Myers (1985) was unclear whether Extroversion or Introversion is more creative.
Goodson (1989) investigated the relationship between data gathering preference and creative
composition of college student writers and found that Extroverted and Introverted people
have different ways to gather their information when they do creative writing. Several studies
(Buchanan & Bandy, 1984; Buchanan &Taylor, 1986; Carne & Kirton, 1982; Ohnmacht,
1970) found that there is a relationship between Extroversion of the MBTI and creativity.
Ohnmacht (1970) examined the relationship between the five measures of divergent
production and MBTI among college students majoring in Education and found that
Extroverted students scored higher than Introverted students on the five measures of
divergent production. Two studies (Buchanan & Bandy, 1984; Buchanan &Taylor, 1986)
examined the relationship between the MBTI and Psychodramatists. Both studies assumed
that Psychodramatists have essential traits such as spontaneity and creativity and found
Psychodramatists were Extroverted. Carne and Kirton (1982) found that Extroversion tend to
related to creativity among experienced management students.
Studies that did not use the MBTI were contradictory. Kundu (1987) used the
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Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking, the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire, and the Bender
Gestalt Test and found creativity was positively related to ego-strength and introversion and
negatively related to psychoticism, while the relationship between creativity and
Extroversion was curvilinear among Indian high school students. Roy (1996) used Cattell's
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire and found that artists are more introverted,
independent, and tender-minded than nonartists. Feist (1999) found that creative people are
introverted in both art and science fields. However, Hammond & Edelmann (1991) also cited
to studies that found high levels of extroversion in creative performing artists. Finally,
Eysenck (1995) concluded that creative persons display apparently contradictory behavior
patterns, that is, he found a positive correlation between creativity and both the extremely
Introverted and extremely Extroverted.
The Relationship between Creativity and Feeling (↔Thinking)
Myers claimed that either Feeling or Thinking style doesn’t affect a person’s
creativity (1985). However, there are some contradictory research results. Yang and Chaun
(2004) found that Sternberg’s various thinking types on the Thinking Styles Inventory were
correlated to different personality types on the MBTI. Agor (1991) found that Intuitive
managers tend to be more Thinking style. Jacobson (1993) found that Intuition, Thinking,
and Judging type was the most common among creative managers. In contrast, Buchanan and
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Taylor (1986) found that creative professional psychodramatists tend to be Extroverted,
Intuitive, Feeling, and Perceiving style. Dollinger et al. (2004) concluded that a combination
of Intuition and Feeling best characterized high scores on a composite creativity measure
(Test for Creative Thinking–Drawing Production, Creative Personality Scale, and Creativity
Behavior Inventory) among college students.
The MBTI and the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking (TTCT)
There are two studies (Alt, 1999; Houtz et al., 1994) that examined the relationship
between the MBTI and the TTCT, but there was no significant relationship between
personality types preference and scores on the TTCT. Alt (1999) found a strong Intuition and
Perceiving preference among 54 adults with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder but did
not find a significant relationship between the preference and scores on the TTCT-Figural
Form A. In addition, there was no significant difference in Creative Index (CI: an overall
indicator of creative potential) or five subscales (Fluency, Originality, Elaboration,
Abstractedness of the Titles, and Resistance to Premature Closure) of the TTCT-Figural
between Adults with (n = 54) and without (n = 56) ADHD. Houtz et al. (1994) also did not
find a significant relationship between personality types preference and three subscales
(Fluency, Originality, and Flexibility) of the TTCT-Verbal among 46 student teachers in the
elementary and secondary pre-service programs (Houtz et al., 1994).
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Research Questions
In relation to the literature review above, the present study attempts to answer the
following:
1.

The relationship between creativity and personality types:
Is there any relationship between TTCT results and personality types measured by the
KTS II?
If so, are there any differences in the relationship by culture and/or gender?

2.

Creativity:
Are there any differences in TTCT results by culture or gender?
If so, is there any interaction between culture and gender?

The following questions will also be explored with the present study:
3.

Personality types:
Are there any differences in personality types on the KTS II by culture or gender?
If so, is there any interaction between culture and gender?
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
Participants
One hundred and twenty-nine individuals participated in this study split, between two
groups. One group was from Eastern Michigan University in the United States (American
group) and a second group was from National Taiwan Normal University in Taiwan
(Taiwanese group). The participant demographic information is shown Table 1. Both groups
consist of students in the undergraduate teacher educational programs of the respective
universities. In regards to age, gender, background, and ethnicity: Participants ranged in age
from 20-51 years old with the average age being 24.96. The Taiwanese group ranged in age
from 20-31 years old with the average age being 21.76. The American group ranged in age
from 20-51 years old with the average age being 29.10. Both groups were predominately
female. The entire group consisted of 35 male and 82 female. The Taiwanese group consisted
of 18 male and 48 female. The American group consisted of 17 male and 34 female. The
entire group has 72 people from suburban areas, and 45 people come from urban areas, the
Taiwanese group has 27 people comes from suburban areas, and 39 people come from urban
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areas. The American group has 27 people come from suburban areas, and 39 people come
from urban areas. The ethnic background of American group is primary Caucasian. The
ethnic background of Taiwanese group is Asian (Chinese).
Table 1
Participant Demographics
Group

N

Age
M

Gender

Education

Region

Relationship

SD

M

F

U

G

Su

U

S

M

Total

117 24.96

7.16

35

82

115

2

72

45

99

17

T

66

21.76

1.19

18

48

65

1

27

39

66

0

A

51

29.10

9.28

17

34

50

1

45

6

32

17

Note. N= Sample Size; T= Taiwanese, A=American, M = Male; F = Female, U=
Undergraduate Students, G = Graduate Students; Su = Suburban, U=Urban; S = Single,
M=Married
Instruments
The instruments used in the present study included the Keirsey Temperament Sorter II
(KTS II) and Figural A form of Torrance Test of Creative Thinking-Figural Form A.
The Keirsey Temperament Sorter II (KTS II)
The KTS II is described above in the section on “Personality Tests Based on Jung’s
Theory: The Keirsey Temperament Sorter II (KTS II).” As noted above, an online version

- 27 -

KTS II is available and has significant correlation to MBTI. The author is aware of no
previously published studies of KTS II and creativity, however, the relationship between the
MBTI and creativity has been extensively studied. Only two studies were reported regarding
the relationship between the MBTI and the TTCT.
The Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking-Figural (TTCT Figural)
Torrance developed the TTCT in 1966. The TTCT has been reformed in 1974, 1984,
1990, and 1998 (Kim, 2004). As a test of creativity, the TTCT displays adequate reliability
and validity (Cooper, 1991; Treffinger, 1985). The TTCT has been translated into over 35
languages (Millar, 2002) and is more researched and analyzed than any other creativity
measure (Swartz, 1988; Treffinger, 1985). The TTCT is the most referenced of creativity test
(Lissitz & Willhoft, 1985), and the most widely used creativity test (Davis, 1997).
The TTCT comprises five measures of Fluency, Originality, Elaboration, Abstractness
of Titles, and Resistance to Premature Closure, and thirteen criterion-referenced measures of
Creative Strengths. The TTCT’s creative index (CI) is established by averaging normreferenced standardized scores of each of five variables according to the TTCT NormsTechnical Manual (Torrance, 1998). The frequency of creative strengths is measured by
awarding a “+”or “+ +” on the basis of TTCT’s Scoring Guide (Torrance, 1998). The number
of “+s” is added (range for Creative Strengths: 0–26) to the averaged standardized scores to
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yield the CI (Torrance, 1998).
Procedure
The administration of the TTCT and the KTS II took each student approximately
45 minutes to one hour to complete. All tests are took place in class and that the sample was
comprised of class members. Prior to administer the instruments, the participants were
informed about the general idea of the study, and asked to volunteer their time. If they
agreed, they signed consent forms that guaranteed their confidentiality. Participants were
informed that: 1) a code number would represent their identity during the procedures and
data analysis process; 2) if they decided at any point after the tests not to participate, their test
materials would be destroyed and not used; and iii) they would receive feedback on the
results after the study was complete.
The TTCT took approximately 30 minutes. Before starting the TTCT, participants
were encouraged that “do anything you like” and were informed that each section of the test
was time limited. In the last minute of each section of the test, the administrator informed
participants of the time and reminded them not to forget to title their drawing. After finishing
the TTCT, participants answered the KTS II questionnaire. The KTS II took about 10-15
minutes. However, participants were advised that there was no time limit.
The data of American group was collected and immediately sealed by the author.
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The data of Taiwanese group was sealed and sent to the author via international mail. The
only individuals with access to the raw data are committee members and the author (and the
administrator of the instruments in Taiwan).

Data Analysis
The results set an alpha level at .05 were reported for each individual test first for the
present study, that is, the author did not initially adjust the critical p-value. This was because
familywise alpha rate corrections including the Bonferroni correction are very conservative,
particularly when the dependent variables are correlated (O’Brien, 1984; Toothaker, 1993).
This was considered first in the present study given that most of the correlations among the
TTCT subscales are statistically significant at the alpha level of .05. Because there is no
research published on the relationship between the TTCT-Figural and the KTS II, the author
wanted to report any probable associations between the two. For this reason, an alpha level
was set at .05 first for each individual test. After that, the author reported the results also
using the Bonferroni procedure. This was because when using multiple correlation
coefficients or multiple comparisons per study, the widely used Bonferroni (1937) technique
limits the familywise Type I error rate and protects against Type I error.
The Relationship between Creativity and Personality Types
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Correlation coefficients between the six TTCT subscales (as well as CI) and four
personality types of the KTS II were calculated to examine whether there is any relationship
between TTCT results and personality types measured by the KTS II. . These correlation
coefficients were also calculated for Americans and Taiwanese as well as males and females
respectively, to examine whether there are any differences in the relationship by culture
and/or gender.
Cultural and/or Gender Differences in Creativity
The mean and standard deviation for each scale of the TTCT were examined for the
entire group and respective group (by culture and by gender) to examine whether there are
any differences in the TTCT results. A 2×2 factorial (culture × gender) ANOVA (analysis of
variance) on the CI was conducted to examine whether there is a main cultural effect and a
main gender effect as well as culture*gender interaction effect on CI. A 2×2 factorial (culture
× gender) MANOVA (multivariate analysis of variance) on the six subscales of the TTCT
was conducted to examine whether there is main cultural effect and main gender effect as
well as culture*gender interaction effect on each of the six subscales of the TTCT. For the
significant main culture effect, main gender effect, and/or culture*gender interaction effect,
which subscales of the TTCT contributed to the difference were determined by conducting
ANOVA on each of the six subscales of the TTCT as follow-up tests to the MANOVA.
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Cultural and/or Gender Differences in Personality Types
Research using the MBTI tends to use the continuous-scale scores as well as the
discrete types. Moreover, recent attempts have been made to reinterpret the continuous
measures underlying MBTI in terms of four relatively independent dimensions or traits
(McCrae & Costa, 1989). Thus, the original continuous scales for the KTS II were used for
each analysis.
The mean and standard deviation for each scale of the KTS II were examined for the
entire group and respective group (by culture and by gender) to examine whether there are
any differences in the KTS II results. A 2×2 factorial (culture × gender) MANOVA
(multivariate analysis of variance) on the four subscales of the KTS II was conducted to
examine whether there is main cultural effect and main gender effect as well as
culture*gender interaction effect on each of the four subscales of the TTCT. For the
significant main culture effect, main gender effect, and/or culture*gender interaction effect,
which subscales of the KTS II contributed to the difference were determined by conducting
ANOVA on each of the four subscales of the KTS II as follow-up tests to the MANOVA.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
The Relationship between Creativity and Personality Types
Correlation Analysis for the Entire Group
The correlation coefficients between CI with subscales of the TTCT and personality
types of KTS II are shown in Table 2. In the entire group, the correlation coefficients between
the CI and Intuitive (r = .365, p < .0001) and between the CI and Perceiving (r = .202, p =
.029) were significant. The correlation coefficient between Intuitive and CI was still
significant after the Bonferroni correction (α = .05/ the number of computed correlations [55]
= .0009).
Table 2
Correlations Between the subscale of KTS II and the subscale of TTCT [N = 117 (Taiwanese
= 66, Americans = 51)]

E

CI

F

O

E

A

R

CS

Whole

.066

-.026

.004

.061

.137

-.082

.115

Taiwanese

-.010

-.042

-.086

-.043

.092

-.036

.049

American

.286*

.062

.143

.194

.298*

-.016

.308*

Whole

.365***

-.008

.292**

.246**

.222**

.125

.338***
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Table 2 (continued)
N

F

P

Taiwanese

.330**

.139

.254**

.260*

.199

.028

.351**

Americas

.395**

.124

.363**

.267

.219

.206

.272

Whole

.143

.006

.064

.062

.174

.101

.125

Taiwanese

.106

.070

.015

.030

.127

.083

.070

Americas

.232

-.062

.121

.091

.272

.196

.229

Whole

.202*

-.055

.020

.136

.192*

.162

.319**

Taiwanese

.168

-.060

-.095

.090

.212

.140

.368***

American

.297**

-.032

.146

.185

.215

.284**

.323**

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .05/55 (Bonferroni correction), two-tailed
The correlation coefficients between the subscales of the TTCT and personality types
of KTS II were examined. The significant correlation coefficients were found between
Intuitive and Originality (r = .292, p = .001), Abstractness of the Titles (r = .222, p = .016),
Elaboration (r = .246, p = .007), and Creative Strengths (r = .338, p < .0001), and between
Perceiving and Abstractness of the Titles (r = .192, p = .038), and Creative Strengths (r =
.319, p < .0001) of the TTCT. The correlation coefficients between Creative Strengths and
both Intuitive and Perceiving were still significant after the Bonferroni correction.
Correlation Analysis between CI and KTS II
for Americans and Taiwanese, Respectively
The correlation coefficients between CI and personality types were examined for
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Americans and Taiwanese separately and are shown in Table 2. For Americans, the
correlation coefficients between CI and Extroverted (r = .286, p = .042), Intuitive (r = .395, p
= .004), and Perceiving (r = .297*, p = .034) were significant. The correlation coefficient
between CI and Intuitive was still significant after the Bonferroni correction.
For Taiwanese, the correlation coefficient between CI and Intuitive (r = .330, p =
.007) was significant and was still significant after the Bonferroni correction.
Correlation Analysis between Subscales of the TTCT and KTS II
for Americans and Taiwanese, Respectively
The correlation coefficients between the six subscales of the TTCT and the KTS II
were examined for Americans and Taiwanese separately and are shown in Table 2. For
Americans, the correlation coefficients between Extroverted and both Abstractness of the
Titles (r = .298, p = .033) and Creative Strengths (r = .308, p = .028), and between Intuitive
and Originality (r = .363, p = .009), and Perceiving and both Resistance to Premature Closure
(r = .289, p = .043) and Creative Strengths were significant. However, none of the correlation
coefficients were significant after the Bonferroni correction.
For Taiwanese, the correlation coefficients between Intuitive and Originality (r =
.254, p = .039), Elaboration (r = .260, p = .035), and Creative Strengths (r = .351, p = .004)
and between Perceiving and Creative Strengths (r = .364, p = .003) were significant.
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However, none of the correlation coefficients were significant after the Bonferroni
correction.
Correlation Analysis between CI and KTS II for Males and Females, Respectively
The correlation coefficients between CI and personality types were examined for male
and female separately and are shown in Table 3. The correlation coefficients between CI and
Intuitive were significant for both for male (r = .319, p = 004) and female (r = .370, p = 029)
was significant. However, neither of the correlation coefficients was significant after the
Bonferroni correction.
Table 3
Correlations Between the Subscale of KTS II and the Subscale of TTCT [N = 117 (male = 35,
female = 82)]

E

N

CI

F

O

E

A

R

CS

Whole

.066

-.026

.004

.061

.137

-.082

.115

Male

.165

.161

.169

.016

.154

-.104

.230

Female

-.016

-.139

-.088

.160

.010

-.111

.055

Whole

.365***

-.008

.292**

.246**

.222**

.125

.338**

Male

370*

.104

.341*

.252

.362*

.066

.326

Female

319**

123

.238*

.123

.221*

.098

.343**
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Whole

.143

.006

.064

.062

.174

.101

.125

Male

.295.

.050

.192

.279

.207

.195

.263

Female

-.017

-.081

050

.076

-.040

-.015

.034

Whole

.202*

-.055

.020

.136

.192*

.162

.319**

Male

.323

-.017

.249

.348*

.238

.173

.305

Female

.162

-.063

-.079

.140

.102

.179

.330*

Table 3 (continued)
F

P

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .05/55 (Bonferroni correction), two-tailed

Correlation Analysis between Subscales of the TTCT and KTS II
for Males and Females, Respectively
The correlation coefficients between the six subscales of the TTCT and the KTS II
were examined for males and females separately and are shown in Table 3. For males, the
correlation coefficients between Intuitive and Originality (r = .341, p = 045), Abstractness of
Titles (r = .362, p = 033), and Creative Strengths (r = .351, p = 004), and between Perceiving
and Abstractness of Titles (r = .348, p = 041) were significant. However, none of the
correlation coefficients were significant after the Bonferroni correction.
For females, the correlation coefficients between Intuitive and Originality (r = .238, p
= 031), Elaboration (r = .221, p = 046), and Creative Strengths (r = .343, p = 002), and
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between Perceiving and Creative Strengths (r = .330, p = 003) were significant. However,
none of the correlation coefficients were significant after the Bonferroni correction.
Cultural and/or Gender Differences in Creativity
Cultural and/or Gender Differences in CI
Descriptive Statistics for the CI of the TTCT are shown in Tables 4 and 5. The mean
score of the CI for the entire group was 119.96 (SD = 15.34); for Americans the mean score
was 116.54 (SD = 13.30); and for Taiwanese it was 122.60 (SD = 16.35). The mean score of
the CI for males was 114.09 (SD = 16.32); and for females it was 122.47 (SD = 14.27).
To examine main culture and main gender effects as well as culture*gender
interaction effect on CI, a 2 × 2 (culture × gender) factorial ANOVA was conducted on CI. A
significant main gender effect (F [1, 113] = 6.61, p =. 011: females’ mean CI score was
higher than males’) was found on CI, but was not significant after the Bonferroni correction
(α = .05/the number of ANOVAs conducted [7] =.007). Neither main culture effect (F [1,
113] = 1. 457, p =.230) nor culture* gender interaction effect (F [1, 113] = 3. 036, p =. 084)
on CI was significant.
Table 4
Descriptive Statistic for the Creativity I of the TTCT [N = 117 (Americans = 51, Taiwanese =
66)]
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Group
Fluency
Mean
Table 4 (continued)
SD
Originality
Mean
SD
Elaboration
Mean
SD
Abstractness of titles
Mean
SD
Resistance to premature
closure
mean
SD
Creative strengths
Mean
SD
Creativity index
Mean
SD

Total
118.55

Americans
115.20

Taiwanese
121.14

21.86

17.94

24.28

107.38

107.00

107.67

19.36
115.20

18.82
117.76

19.90
113.21

20.61
100.25

18.36
95.16

22.13
104.18

24.62
107.07

21.84
100.43

26.06
112.20

15.76
10.27

13.50
9.43

15.54
10.92

3.89
119.96

3.50
116.54

4.07
122.60

15.34

13.30

16.35

Note. Score range of the Creativity Index is 80–159.60.
Table 5
Descriptive Statistic for the Creativity Index of the TTCT (N = 117 [Male =35, Female =
82])
Group
Fluency
Mean
SD
Originality
Mean
SD
Elaboration
Mean
SD
Abstractness of titles
Mean

Total

Male

Female

118.55

111.83

121.41

21.86

22.26

21.18

107.38

102.46

109.48

19.36
115.20

19.03
111.29

19.24
116.87

20.61
100.25

19.10
93.06

21.12
103.32
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SD
Resistance to premature
closure
Mean
SD
Creative strengths
Mean
Table 5 (continued)

24.62
107.07

23.36
101.54

24.65
109.43

15.76
10.27

15.85
10.06

15.21
10.37

SD
Creativity index
Mean
SD

3.89
119.96

4.32
114.09

3.71
122.47

15.34

16.32

14.27

Note. Score range of the Creativity Index is 80–159.60.
Cultural and/or Gender Differences in the TTCT Subscales
Descriptive Statistics for the subscales of the TTCT are shown in Tables 4 and 5. To
examine main culture and main gender effects as well as culture*gender interaction effect on
the TTCT subscales, a 2 × 2 (culture × gender) factorial MANOVA was conducted on the
TTCT subscales. A significant main culture effect (Wilks’s Λ= .82, F[6, 108] = 3.94, p=.001)
was found on the combined six subscales. Neither main gender effect (Wilks’s Λ= .91, F [6,
108] = 1.83, p =.100), nor culture* gender interaction effect (Wilks’s Λ=.94, F [6, 108] =
1.18, p=.321) was significant. For the significant main culture effect, which subscales
contributed to the difference were determined by conducting ANOVA on each of the six
subscales of the TTCT as follow-up tests to the MANOVA. The ANOVA on Resistance to
Premature Closure (F [1, 113] = 13.52, p < .0001) was significant and was still significant
after the Bonferroni correction.
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Cultural and/or Gender Differences in Personality Types
Cultural and/or Gender Differences in KTS II
Descriptive Statistics for the subscales of the KTS II are shown in Tables 6 and 7. To
examine main culture and main gender effects as well as culture*gender interaction effect on
the KTS II subscales, a 2 × 2 (culture × gender) factorial MANOVA was conducted on the
KTS II subscales. A significant main gender effect (Wilks’s Λ= .88, F[4, 110] = 3.60, p
=.008) was found on the combined four subscales. Neither main culture effect (Wilks’s Λ=
.95, F[4, 110] = 1.29, p =.279.), nor culture* gender interaction effect (Wilks’s Λ=.96, F[4,
110] = 1.14, p =.343) was significant. For the significant main gender effect, which subscales
contributed to the difference were determined by conducting ANOVA on each of the four
subscales of the KTS II as follow-up tests to the MANOVA. The ANOVA on Feeling (F [1,
113] = 4.56, p =. 035) was significant but was not significant after the Bonferroni correction
(α = .05/the number of ANOVAs conducted [4] =.013).
Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for the Personality types of the KTS II [(N = 117 Americans =
51,Taiwanese = 66)]
Types
Extrovert mean

Total

Americans

Taiwanese

4.83

5.26

4.52
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SD
Intuition

mean

SD

2.37

2.26

2.43

8.54

8.04

8.92

3.78

3.20

4.16

12.18

12.41

12.00

3.51

3.95

3.16

7.55

7.82

7.35

3.46

3.93

3.07

Table 6 (continued)
Feeling

mean

SD
Perceiving

mean

SD
Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for the Personality Types of the KTS II [N = 117 (male = 51, Female =
66)
Types
Extrovert

mean

SD
Intuition

mean

SD
Feeling

mean

SD
Perceiving
SD

mean

Total

Male

Female

4.83

4.46

4.99

2.37

2.34

2.38

8.54

7.51

8.96

3.78

3.97

3.64

12.18

11.14

12.62

3.51

4.00

3.21

7.55

7.77

7.46

3.46

3.81

3.32
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
The Relationship between Creativity and Personality Types
Correlation Analysis for the Entire Group
The main focus of the present study was to determine if there was a relationship
between creativity and personality types. The results indicate significant positive
relationships between CI and both Intuitive and Perceiving personality types. This is
consistent with the previous research in that Intuitive and/or Perceiving individuals are more
creative than Sensing and Judging individuals (Buchanan & Bandy, 1984; Buchanan &
Taylor, 1986; Carter et al., 1983; Fisher & Scheib, 1971; Hall, 1969; Myers & McCaulley,
1985; Richter & Winter; 1966). The significant correlation coefficient between CI and
Intuitive after the Bonferroni correction indicates that Intuitive personality type is highly
related to Creative potential.
The correlation coefficients of the six subscales of TTCT and the KTS II indicates
relationships between Intuitive and Originality, Abstractness of Titles, Elaboration, and
Creative Strengths, as well as between Perceiving both Abstractness of Titles and Creative
Strengths. The significant correlation coefficient between Creative Strengths and both
Intuitive and Perceiving after the Bonferroni correction indicates that Intuitive is highly
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related to Creative potential. This finding that Intuitive and Perceiving are related to
Abstractness of Titles and Creative strengths suggests 1) Intuitive and Perceiving might be
similar personality types, and also the correlation indicated that they have significant
relationship (r = .538, p < .0001). 2) According to Torrance (1998), creative strengths is a
critical index to measure creativity, the result that Intuitive and Perceiving both related to
Creativity further clear the doubt that previous research have only proved that Intuitive and
Perceiving only are related Creativity styles. The result indicated Intuitive and Perceiving are
also important personality types that could indicate Creative Strengths.
Correlation Analysis between CI and KTS II for
Americans and Taiwanese, Respectively
The present study identified a cultural difference in correlation coefficients between the CI
and the KTS II. Extrovert is significantly related to CI for Americans, whereas a significant
relationship was not found for Taiwanese, which may indicate that Extroverted Americans
are more creative, but that this relationship may not hold true in Taiwan. In the perspective of
relationship between personality types and creativity, this finding consists with previous
several studies (Buchanan & Bandy, 1984; Buchanan &Taylor, 1986; Carne & Kirton, 1982;
Ohnmacht, 1970) found that there is a relationship between Extrovert of the MBTI and
creativity. However, the fact that Extrovert type of Taiwnese didn’t have a significant
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relationship with Creativity may suggest three directions: (1) culture difference may exist in
creativity, (2) the design of instrument, and (3) the personality complexity has result in a
neutralize relationship between Extroverted scale and Creativity.
It could be understood that Western’s Creativity related to Extrovert since Western
creativity focus on breaking the tradition and focusing on external expressions. Eastern
perspectives of creativity involve the reinterpretation of traditional ideas, when I was scoring
the TTCT, I found Taiwanese tend to use a simple word and simple line to represent a
complex idea, this phenomenon might result from the importance of meditation in Eastern
culture because Eastern culture thinks meditation helps one to see the true nature of the self
or an object (Sarnoff & Cole, 1983). However, Policastro and Gardner (1999) claimed that
creativity is highly related to intrapersonal intelligence, which is an ability that a personal
knowledge turned inward to the self. Nevertheless, introverted personality type didn’t have a
significant relationship with TTCT in the present study even when we examined the
relationship with Taiwanese group separately.
On the other hand, since previous research that used MBTI found Extrovertd related
to Creativity, but other research didn’t. It can be assumed that the KTS II, a design of MBTI
might result in similar circumstance.
As for the third explanation, in Csiksentmihalyi's (1996) research, he claimed that
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the complex personality is a main index of identified Creativity. A person could be
extroverted and introverted at the same time. Thus, if the Taiwanese sample who possessed
creative potential is extremely extrovert or introvert, the result will appear like a no
relationship.
Correlation Analysis between Subscales of the TTCT and KTS II
for Americans and Taiwanese, Respectively
The present study identified a cultural difference in the relationship between the
TTCT subscales and the KTS II. While creativity is still related to both Intuitive and
Perceiving for both Americans and Taiwanese, personality types are related to different
subscales of the TTCT across the two cultures. Perceiving is related to Resistance to
Premature Closure only for Americans, which may indicate that Perceiving Americans are
more creative, but this relationship may not be significant in Taiwan.
Correlation Analysis between both CI and Subscales of the TTCT and KTS II
for Males and Females, Respectively
The present study identified a gender difference in the relationship between Intuitive
and TTCT subscales. Intuitive is related to Abstractness of Titles for male, whereas it is
related to Elaboration for females. Perceiving is also related to Abstractness of Titles for
males, whereas it is related to Creative Strengths for females. This may indicate that both
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Intuitive males and Perceiving males are creative in abstractive thinking, but Intuitive
females are creative in elaborating things and Perceiving females are creative in relation to
the thirteen creative strengths outlined earlier in the present paper.
Cultural and/or Gender Differences in Creativity
The results of previous research on gender differences in creativity were inconclusive.
However, the present study found that females are more creative than males, which is
consistent with Kim’s (2004) result among Koreans.
The present study found that Taiwanese samples have more creative potential than
American samples do in general. Taiwanese have much higher creative potential than
Americans do in Resistance to Premature Closure. However, according to earlier
examination, Perceiving Americans are more creative, but this relationship may not be
significant in Taiwan. Combining two finding, it can be concluded that Perceiving types is
not significant related to Creativity in Taiwanese group although Taiwanese is more creative
in Resistance to Premature Closure. According to the TTCT scoring guide (Torrance, 1998),
Resistance to Premature Closure is the ability to keep open and tolerate ambiguity enough to
perceive information and to form innovated ideas. One possible explanation for this result is
Resistance to Premature Closure is already existed in Taiwanese culture, and it doesn’t
necessarily occur with some specific personality types. However, in American culture, the
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peoples who own perceiving types will help them possess more creativity potential.
In addition, this result is inconsistent with previous research (Bond, 1992; Fielding,
1997; Kim & Michael, 1995; Kim & Sergent, 2004; Rudowicz & Ng, 2003; Saeki et al.,
2001) that concluded that there is a tendency for people from Confucian Asian societies to
exhibit less creativity than people from the more individualistic Western societies. The
possible explanation is motivation: Asian are test-oriented, even if it is not a test that will
affect their academic achievement; culture requires Asian people to try to do their best on any
test. Taking the difference in Fluency scale as an example, most Taiwanese tried to finish the
third activity within the time limited. Although the Fluency scale is not the critical reason to
contribute to the cultural difference, still it adds some effect on our result since the
MANOVA is analysis of all the subscales of TTCT. The second explanation is the different
drawing styles between Eastern and Western. Eastern people, especially the Chinese (which
is the dominant culture in Taiwan), believe that to leave some blanks is a better way to
express beauty. This expression style leads Taiwanese to tend to not close their pictures.
However, choosing to close or not to close the incomplete figure is the main criterion of
Resistance to Premature Closure.
Cultural and/or Gender Differences in Personality Types

- 48 -

The present study found that there is a significant gender difference in personality
types. Females are more Feeling type than males. These results indicate that there were
significant gender differences on personality types of the present study that were consistent
across culture differences. Although comparing to Feeling types, the other three personality
types don’t have big gender differences. Still, this finding indicated that the distribution of
personality types might exist gender difference.
Implications
Creativity was thought to be a natural-born ability, however, most research has
concluded that creativity can be enhanced (Torrance, 1962, 1966; Torff, 1999). Therefore,
educators hope that creativity research can help individuals reach their full creative potential.
The present study indicates that individuals who possess Intuitive and/or Perceiving
personality types may have more creative potential than individuals who possess Sensing or
Judging personality types. Thus, educators should be aware of students who exhibit Intuitive
and Perceiving personality types so that they can encourage these students to achieve their
full creative potential. Previous research shows that providing a supportive and an
evaluation-free environment (Rogers, 1954) can enhance creative potential. The best creative
techniques, or the strongest creative personality, cannot compensate for an environment or
culture that crushes creativity (Kim, in press).
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Limitations
There are several limitations in the present study. One limitation is that the sample
size of the present study was small and the characteristics of the participants were
homogeneous in terms of their geographic distributions (all participants were either from
cities or suburban areas), all were enrolled in educational programs and the size of their
university, etc. Thus, the generalization of the results of the present study is limited. For
future studies, it would be appropriate to conduct research with a larger sample size and
heterogeneous samples that can represent the entire population.
Another limitation of this study is that the Originality Lists of the TTCT in current
use was developed in 1984 by Torrance. It is reasonable to assume that the culture has
changed over the last twenty years to justify updating the Originality Lists (Kim, 2006).
Cultural concerns are also present for the Originality Lists. All participants’ TTCT scores
were scored under the criteria of the American Originality Lists. From the author’s
experience scoring the TTCT of Americans and Taiwanese, responses that are unusual in one
culture are common in the other were noticed. Thus the Originality Lists for Taiwanese
should be different from lists used for Americans. Kim (2004) also noticed this difference
among cultural groups when comparing Korean and American responses and suggested the
creation of independent criteria for each group. The statistical frequency of various responses
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seem to vary among people from different cultures, which makes it misleading to use TTCTFigural in different cultures without adequate norm groups from their own populations and
their own Originality Lists.
Translation of the tests is also one of the limitations. The Taiwanese subjects in the
present study need to take tests in Chinese, and the quality of the translation might result in
different interpretations of the questions of the KTS II or the instructions for the TTCT.
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